


























AMWG Conference Call Briefing for Proposed Modification 
to Mechanical Removal/Non-Native Fish Control Project for 

August-Sept,  2003

• Background on Original Project Underway
• Preliminary Results Jan-March, 2003
• Motivation for Proposed Modification
• HBC Ad Hoc and TWG Concurrence
• Budget Implications
• Compliance & Schedule
• Action Requested Today



Objectives – What do we want to Accomplish?

•• Effect of Adult RBT and BNT in the LCR Inflow Effect of Adult RBT and BNT in the LCR Inflow 
Reach on the Population Dynamics of the LCR HBC Reach on the Population Dynamics of the LCR HBC 
Population.Population.

–– Will humpback chub recruitment increase as a result of Will humpback chub recruitment increase as a result of 
nonnon--native removal?native removal?

• Efficacy of Mechanical Removal of Adult RBT and 
BNT from the LCR Inflow Reach.

– To what extent can we remove non-native fishes from 
a ~10 mile stretch of the Colorado River?

• Rainbow and Brown Trout Diet Analysis and 
Predation.

– What are non-native fish eating?  How many natives?





Mechanical Removal Trips Purpose & Conduct
• 6 trips per year (Jan, Feb, 

Mar, Jul, Aug, Sep) for 4 
years (currently for two 
years)

• Design will allow:
– Estimation of initial trip 

abundance for the entire LCR 
Inflow Reach and cumulative 
reduction of non-native fish 
overtime.

– Estimation of rate of 
immigration into the removal 
reach between trips.



Control Reach Field Operations –Day 1&2 

• Control Reach (RM 44-52)
– Purpose is to evaluate 

changes in trout abundance 
and size distribution that are 
a result of factors other than 
mechanical removal (e.g. 
fluctuating flows)

– Each trip, 24 500m 
sampling units are randomly 
selected and electrofished to 
estimate catch-rate. 

– All RBT and BNT >= 
200mm are fitted with a floy 
tag to assess movement and 
estimate abundance.



Mechanical Removal Field Operations – Day 3-13

• Camp within the removal 
reach for 11 days

• 5 pass depletion between 
RM 56.2 – 65.7

• Each depletion pass takes 
2 days
– Day 1: Kwagunt to above 

60 mile rapid and below 
LCR confluence to below 
Salt Mine

– Day 2: Above 60 mile to 
Science Beach and below 
Salt Mine to Lava Chuar



Preliminary Results – Removal Reach Catch

Trip

Bluehead

Sucker

Brown    

Trout

Channel 

Catfish

Common 

Carp

Fathead 

Minnow

Flannelmouth

Sucker

Humpback 

Chub

Rainbow 

Trout

Speckled 

Dace Other Grand Total

January 8 86 80 17 185 26 3609 7 3 4021

February 18 24 33 21 156 26 1898 2 1 2179

March 11 20 1 22 8 89 13 1196 8 5 1373

Total 37 130 1 135 46 430 65 6703 17 9 7573

SPECIES



Preliminary Results – Removal Reach RBT Abundance Estimates
January Rainbow Trout Depletion Results
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February Rainbow Trout Depletion Results
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Preliminary Results – Summary

• Non-native removal efforts appear to be much more effective than 
anticipated (88% reduction after 3 trips).
– Previous abundance estimates of RBT in the LCR inflow area seem to have 

over-estimated abundance by an order of magnitude (ADFG 2001).
– Immigration rates to the removal reach appear to be quite small based on 

between trip comparisons and AGFD spring monitoring (pending results of 
July Trip).

• Diet analyses still ongoing but results thus far indicate low rate of 
piscivory by RBT and high rate of piscivory by BNT.

• Hoopnet catches of HBC may indicate a habitat/survival response 
by HBC following non-native removal. 



Proposed Modification

• Prompted by the greater than expected efficacy of non-native 
removal, we suggest expanding the geographic scope of 
removal area downstream an additional 7 miles.

•Allow for a greater treatment magnitude.

•Potentially result in greater ability to detect change in HBC 
population dynamics as a result of non-native removal.

•Additional HBC monitoring opportunities.





Proposed Modification – Why??
• The motivation to modify the 

study is to increase the magnitude 
of the treatment in order to have 
the best chance of obtaining an 
unambiguous experimental result.

• Why will this help?
– Will affect a larger portion of the 

area where HBC and non-natives 
are believed to interact (Greater 
treatment magnitude, increased 
survival of juveniles).

– Will potentially provide a greater 
likelihood that the HBC stock 
assessment program will detect a 
change. 

– Will allow a more robust (time 
and area) sampling program of 
relative abundance (hoopnetting).



We will affect a larger portion of the area where HBC and non-
natives are believed to interact (increased survival of juveniles).

• Current paradigm of LCR 
HBC juvenile recruitment is:
– Larval HBC emerge in the late 

Spring-early Summer.
– Some proportion of the 

juveniles rear in the LCR, the 
rest move to the mainstem 
Colorado (YOY during 
monsoon, 1+ juveniles during 
spring runoff).

– Most if not all of the juvenile 
HBC transported to the 
mainstem do not survive.  
Majority of recruitment coming 
from LCR rearing.
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Proposed Modification

Will provide about  the same 
geographic extent of predator free 
habitat in the mainstem as is 
available in the LCR.

If need ½ as much recruitment 
out of the mainstem as the LCR, 
need to make abundant rearing 
habitat in the mainstem.



Proposed Modification

Will provide about  the same 
geographic extent of predator free 
habitat in the mainstem as is 
available in the LCR.

Stock Assessment Model 
simulations indicate an increase 
in recruitment of HBC of >50% 
will be needed to reliable detect 
change.



When Would The Proposed Removal Begin?

•Removal within the proposed 
reach would begin only if July or 
later sampling efforts suggest that 
the abundance within the removal 
reach is less than or equal to that 
observed following the March trip 
(>88% reduction)

•Assuming confirmation that the 
abundance in the original removal 
reach is low:

•Removal within the proposed 
reach would proceed during 
August and September.



AMWG HBC AdHoc & TWG 
Support

• Presentation of proposed modification made to 
HBC Ad Hoc meeting on April _____

• Ad Hoc Endorsed Proposed Change

• Presentation of proposed modification made to 
TWG meeting on 6/30-7/1/03

• TWG Concurred with Ad Hoc Action and Recommended 
AMWG Conference Call to Address Proposed Changes for 
FY03 Prior to August 13-14, 2003 Meeting



Budget Implications 

• Cost of Current Effort Underway for FY03 is 
$650,000

• Proposed Change Results in No Additional Cost 
for FY03 or FY04

• Potential Cost Savings If FY03 Scope of Work 
Was Reduced Are Difficult to Estimate But 
Would Probably Be Less Than 10% of FY03 
Project Cost



Compliance Issues

• Proposal Describing Modification of Project 
Developed by GCMRC in May, 2003

• Discussions Held in May Between GCMRC & 
Representatives from Native American Tribes-
Concurrence & Support Expressed

• Modified AZ Game & Fish Dept Scientific 
Collection Permit Sought and Obtained by 
GCMRC



Compliance Issues continued…

• National Park Service Permit Modification 
Applied for By GCMRC in Early June

• Request to Reinitiate Consultation Under 
Section 7 of the ESA Sent to USFWS in 
Early June



Compliance Issues continued …..

• Amendment to NEPA Environmental 
Assessment Document Prepared and Issued 
for Public Review - Comments Must Be 
Postmarked August 8th. Decision 
Anticipated on or before August 12th. 



Upcoming Trip Schedule

• August 2003 Trip Launches August 13th 
and Ends (Takeout) August 29th

• 1 week turnaround time between trips

• September 2003 Trip Launches September 
10th (6 days before end of motorized 
season) - Trip Ends Sept 26th

• Probable overlap with non-motorized boaters of 2-3 
days 



JULY TRIP PRELIMINARY 
RESULTS

• 2,300 Rainbow Trout Removed
• Equivalent To February, 2003 Catch 
• Indicates Immigration Occurring Into 

Removal Reach
• No Implication for Proposed Modification

• Indicates Flexible Allocation of Removal Effort As 
Described in Proposal For Modification



Action Agencies (USBR,NPS,USGS) 
Request AMWG Approval of Proposed 
Modification for August & Sept. 2003 

Modified Trips

Necessary to:
Finalize All Compliance Issues in Time for 

Expansion of August-Sept Non-Native 
Removal Efforts to Occur



August 13-14, 2003 AMWG 
Meeting

Full Discussion and Action 
Regarding Continuation of Modified 

Proposal in FY04



THANKS !

QUESTIONS & ANSWERS


